Abstract Classical empiricism leads to notorious problems having to do with the (at least prima facie) lack of an acceptable empiricist justification of empiricism itself. Bas van Fraassen claims that his idea of the "empirical stance" can deal with such problems. I argue, however, that this view entails a very problematic form of voluntarism which comes with the threat of latent irrationality and normative inadequacy. However, there is also a certain element of truth in such a voluntarism. The main difficulty consists in finding an acceptable form of voluntarism.
not given in experience (cf. van Fraassen 2002, p. 37) . Van Fraassen also gives a rough, positive and general characterization of empiricism as "something like" the view that "experience is the one and only source of information" (van Fraassen 2002, p. 43; cf. van Fraassen 1995, pp. 69-70;  cf. on problems with such principles Feyerabend 1981 and van Fraassen 1997) .
Van Fraassen argues that empiricism runs into unsolvable problems when it is conceived of as a view about something (cf. van Fraassen 2002 (cf. van Fraassen , 1994 (cf. van Fraassen , 1995 (cf. van Fraassen , 2004a (cf. van Fraassen , b, c, 2006 . His proposed solution is to see it as a "stance": an "attitude, commitment, approach, a cluster of such-possibly including some propositional attitudes such as beliefs as well" (van Fraassen 2002, pp. 47-48 ; see also van Fraassen 2004a, b, Sect. 1; van Fraassen 1995, pp. 83, 86; Chakravartty 2004; Teller 2004) . A bit later he lists "attitudes, commitments, values, goals" (van Fraassen 2002, p. 48 ). I will not go into a discussion of the problems of empiricism taken as a view (cf. Chakravartty 2007; Cruse 2007; Ho 2007; Jauernig 2007; Ladyman 2004; Millgram 2002; Muders 2006; Rowbottom 2005; Chakravartty 2004; Cruse 2007, pp. 493-499; Ladyman 2004, p. 140; Lipton 2004, pp. 148-149; Muders 2006, pp. 116-118; Rowbottom 2005, pp. 213-214 argue that empiricism as a stance faces similar problems as empiricism as a view but see van Fraassen 2004b, pp. 185-188 and van Fraassen 1994, Sect. 3 .1 as a reply). Rather, the focus of this paper will be on a critical discussion of van Fraassen's own proposal. I will argue that it contains a certain form a voluntarism which is very problematic.
First, it is interesting to notice that van Fraassen includes beliefs as components of stances. This shows that he is a cognitivist or at least not a non-cognitivist about stances. It is not obvious whether the inclusion of beliefs creates a problem for van Fraassen. Even if stances cannot be equated with systems of beliefs (cf. van Fraassen 2002, p. 48) , the latter could make a huge difference when it comes to the choice between empiricism and metaphysics. But then we might be back with the problems of empiricism taken as a view or a system of beliefs. 1 Another desideratum concerns the relative vagueness of van Fraassen's explanations of what a stance is. How many of them are there and which ones are there? The main problem I want to raise here, however, has to do with something different, namely voluntarism. Van Fraassen's stance-empiricism runs into problems because it contains an unacceptable form of voluntarism. I will start with an explanation of what stance-voluntarism is (1) and draw out some implications of it (2) before I go into the main problem (3). I discuss some objections (4-5) but also point out the element of truth in voluntarism (6).
Stance-voluntarism
Van Fraassen describes himself as an epistemic voluntarist in the broad sense of allowing for an influence of the will on epistemic matters (cf. van Fraassen 2004b, Sect. 3;  cf. also 1984 on his Reflection Principle). According to van Fraassen (2002, pp. 61-62) , a voluntarist accepts that one can acquire or hold a stance for non-epistemic reasons, perhaps even for no reasons whatsoever (cf. also Clarke 1986 for the difference between doxastic and attitude voluntarism). An epistemic reason for a particular epistemic stance would tell us that stance is the right one for the purposes of inquiry (see the remarks on epistemic projects and activities below). More precisely, the reasons one has for holding a stance are epistemic reasons just in case they suggest that holding the stance is truth-conducive. This explanation is rough and vague but sufficient for our purposes. More serious is the objection that it is controversial: Some do not think of truth as a, or the core, epistemic goal. However, we can help with a negative explanation: A reason for holding a stance is epistemic just in case it is not pragmatic; a pragmatic reason for holding a stance has to do with the utility of doing so (in whatever way "utility" is explained).
Let us use the following (slightly more specific) explanation: Stance-voluntarism is the thesis that one can intentionally acquire or sustain a stance in the absence of any epistemic reasons for that stance. 2 One might then have it for non-epistemic, pragmatic reasons or for no reasons whatsoever. Stance-voluntarism is a thesis about what is permissible, about what is normatively acceptable. According to van Fraassen, it is fine for an empiricist to take his empiricist stance even if they lack any epistemic reasons for doing so.
Intuitively, acquiring and sustaining a stance are two different things. However, given that the question whether someone should sustain a stance arises only if there is the option of giving it up and not holding it, the two cases do not really differ in any sense relevant here. I will therefore use the term "acquire" in a broader sense from now on, covering both "acquire" and "sustain" in the sense used above. For the sake of simplicity, I will speak of "intentional acquisition of a stance" rather than of "intentional acquisition of a stance in the absence of any epistemic reasons for it".
Implications
First, we must not forget that stances are clusters of different kinds of attitudes, amongst them beliefs (see above). If voluntarism about stances involves voluntarism about all the elements of stances, then it involves voluntarism about beliefs, too. But aren't we back with belief-voluntarism then? Stance-voluntarism would be problematic if belief-voluntarism is (and it is-but I cannot argue for that here; cf. Baumann 2008; cf. also van Fraassen (2002, pp. 89-90) ). One would, at least, need an argument that shows why stance-voluntarism as such does not entail belief-voluntarism or that the belief-voluntarism involved does not do any or much harm.
2 One could add: and without believing one has such a reason. Since that would in itself constitute a reason for the belief, we can omit this additional clause here. -The scope of "intentionally" is narrow here: The intention is to acquire or sustain a particular stance. The intention can but need not be to do that without epistemic reasons. -For the sake of simplicity, I will not deal with cases here where there is some but insufficient epistemic reason or inconclusive reason for the stance. For such cases, the same things hold, mutatis mutandis, as for the case in which there is no epistemic reason whatsoever. Similar things hold in cases of conflicting reasons or in cases where the subject refuses to look at reasons at all because that might turn against her stance. I will also not go into cases of over-determination where there are both epistemic reasons and non-epistemic reasons or causes for the relevant stance.
Consider an empiricist and her stance as an example. Insofar as she is aware of her stance and the fact that she has no epistemic reasons for it she would believe something like:
(1) I am an empiricist but I have no epistemic reasons to be.
She might also believe that (2) I am an empiricist but only because I want to be, or even that (3) I am an empiricist against all epistemic reason, or (4) I am an empiricist just like that and for no reason (epistemic or pragmatic) whatsoever.
Whether "I am an empiricist" counts as an expression of a stance here or as a description of a belief (about a stance)-there is something Moore-paradoxical (in a broader sense applicable to states other than belief) about (1)- (4) (1)- (4) is conceptually impossible. But it seems that a person believing or committing herself to any of (1)- (4) is deeply irrational given the crucial fact that the relevant stance here is an epistemic stance concerned with truth, knowledge and inquiry. Why?
Problems
Let us first distinguish between projects and activities on the one side, and stances on the other side. Call an activity or a project an "epistemic activity" or an "epistemic project" just in case its main inherent telos or the main goal it is directed at is epistemic in nature, that is dedicated to finding out the truth about something. 3 This does not mean that truth is the only epistemic goal: knowledge, justified belief and some other things also qualify, at least prima facie. But since they all seem to have an essential relation to truth, we can make things a bit simpler and just talk about truth-orientation as a condition for an epistemic goal. 4 Call a stance an "epistemic stance" just in case it is adopted with respect to some epistemic activity or project. It is not necessary for some stance being an epistemic one that the stance is truly and fully adequate for the project or activity; what matters here is only that the person adopting the stance adopts it for a particular epistemic purpose and with respect to an epistemic activity or project. Now, one of the things someone who says or thinks something like (1)- (4) is doing is to call themselves "an empiricist". Suppose this is meant as a self-ascription and not so much an expression of an attitude or stance, and suppose further that the person sees 3 To account for the possibility that an activity of project might have more than one telos or goal, I have included the restriction "main". It is not necessary to worry about the question here what determines whether some goal is the main goal of a project or activity. There are answers to this question but they aren't short and would lead us away from our main topic. 4 I have no issues with those who insist that there are "epistemic goals" which are not essentially related to truth (like, e.g., understanding). I am only indicating here how I am using the term "epistemic".
her stance as an epistemic stance related to an epistemic project. In that case, it is very hard if not impossible to see how that person could coherently think of her project and her stance as epistemic (in the sense explained above) while at the same time acknowledging that she has no epistemic reasons in favour of her stance. The person sees herself as directed towards a goal of type E and adopts a stance of type E' with respect to that goal but admits that she has no reasons for adopting that stance which would be relevant to that kind of goal. Rationality or coherence would demand that the person either gives up her stance or her view that there are no epistemic reasons in favour of it. It would be Moore-paradoxical (in a broader sense, again) and irrational to stick with both. The person would be like someone who wants to prepare an omelette and adopts the attitude of an egg-breaker but holds that there are no omelette-related reasons to adopt that attitude.
What if the person is not self-ascribing being an empiricist to herself but rather expressing the attitude or stance? The same things as above hold here, mutatis mutandis. How could someone express a stance while at the same time adding that there are no reasons for taking the stance which would be relevant to the corresponding project or activity? Like an egg-breaker who expresses his attitude towards eggs while adding that this has little if anything to do with the prospects of producing an omelette, the person who sticks with both the expression of the stance and the view about her reasons for adopting that stance would be Moore-paradoxical and irrational. She ought to give up one or the other.
But what if the speaker or thinker of (1)- (4) neither sees her stance nor her project as epistemic ones (in the sense explained above)? The person might even see herself as taking a non-epistemic stance with respect to some non-epistemic activity or project. Consider a simple example. Paul is attending the annual ball of the association of philosophers of science. The empiricists have reserved the best table on the veranda for themselves. Paul wants to sit with them because he likes them and he prefers sitting on the veranda. Therefore he tells the bouncer at the entrance to the veranda about how close he is to the empiricists. His project (to sit on the veranda) or activity (to hang out on the veranda) is not epistemic and neither is his stance ("Be nice to empiricists!"). It seems obvious that we don't have to worry much about such cases: Empiricism is not just a pragmatic attitude towards some non-epistemic goal-or if it is, our topic becomes obsolete. And van Fraassen does not hold such a radical pragmatism. The same point applies if the stance is being expressed rather than self-ascribed. A person who sees neither her stance nor her project as epistemic would miss something crucial and insofar have to count as irrational or cognitively blameworthy.
What if the person saying or thinking "I am an empiricist" sees her stance as an epistemic one but not her project or activity? Well, according to the explanation above a stance can only be an epistemic one if it is related to an epistemic project or activity. But apart from that, it would be hard to understand why one should adopt a stance if not because it is suited for a specific kind of activity or project. This would be selfdefeating and irrational. Moreover, such a case would not be very interesting in the first place. Again, the same point applies to the expression rather than self-ascription of the stance.
Much more interesting than the above three cases is the last case of someone who expresses the empirical stance or declares to be an empiricist and sees the project or activity as epistemic (inquiry concerning the truth, etc.) but not the stance. The person would see her stance not as something adopted in the light of her epistemic project or activity. She might, for instance, hold that her stance is just part of the way she is: "Here I stand, I can do no other!" or "Here's my stance, I can adopt no other!". Such a person seems to face a dilemma. Either she sticks with seeing the stance as non-epistemic (or with not seeing it as epistemic) but then it is not clear at all (to say the least) how her stance could be of any relevance to her when it comes to questions concerning inquiry. Empiricism-even if conceived of as a stance-is related to inquiry. So, how could it then not be an epistemic stance? This is, at least, very unclear. If, however, we want to explain the relevance of a stance for a given epistemic project or activity, then we have to see it as an epistemic stance. In other words, the dilemma is that one cannot have both: the relevance of the stance and no commitment to its epistemic nature. If we want to remain relevant, we should, it seems, see the stance of empiricism as epistemic. This, however, would get us-given the view that there are no epistemic reasons for the stance-back into Moore-Paradoxality and incoherence. The same point, again, applies if the stance is being expressed rather than self-ascribed.
Simplicity, elegance, and other values
But perhaps all this is not quite right? Consider scientists who value the degree of simplicity and elegance of a scientific theory very highly, not just its empirical adequacy, truth, explanatory power, etc. Let us assume that there is a "simplicity and elegance"-stance ("se-stance") and that it does not involve the belief that simplicity or elegance are truth-conducive or truth-indicative. Isn't this an acceptable case of a non-epistemic stance adopted with respect to an epistemic project or activity? What should be wrong with that, or even incoherent or irrational?
A lot depends on whether such an se-stance is the only stance adopted with respect to the corresponding project or whether it is part of a whole group of different stances. If the first, then there seems indeed to be a problem (see above). But we can disregard this possibility quickly because scientists or inquirers are not (and should not be) only and exclusively interested in simple and elegant theories. Hence, if there are other stances around, we would have to ask whether all of them could be non-epistemic. Again, this assumption seems to lead to problems. It is very implausible to assume that scientists are not (or should not be) interested in truth and lack all epistemic stances. How could the empirical stance be like the se-stance: not an epistemic stance but playing an important role in the epistemic project?
Van Fraassen does not say much about the concrete "ingredients" of the empirical stance. However, whatever we take the empirical stance to be in concreto (and there is certainly room for different versions 5 ), there will be a difference between it and, say, the se-stance. The latter can be and often is characterized as "aesthetic" or in a similar way and not very closely, if at all, related to values like the value of getting to the truth. However, nothing like that seems adequate in the case of an empirical stance. It is an epistemic stance and therefore will have some essential relation to truth and related things. If, however, one wants to say that the empirical stance is just like the se-stance, aesthetic and all that, then one has only saved empiricism from its problems by turning it into something non-epistemic and very different from the original "item". The prize for solving the problems of empiricism would be identity-loss.
The limits of voluntarism
The upshot of all this is that no matter what version of stance-voluntarism we choose, there are serious problems. The most interesting versions of it have to face the charge of incoherence and Moore-paradoxality. And that is bad enough for a defender of the idea of stance-voluntarism. 6 One might object that all this is true only in cases in which the person is aware of her lack of epistemic reasons for her stance. But what if she is not aware of it? One could, it seems, rationally hold on to a stance held for no epistemic reason as long one is not aware of the lack of epistemic reasons. However, the blocking of awareness is itself irrational, especially in the context of a scientific or philosophical discussion of stances. So, this also does not seem to be an option for the defender of stance-voluntarism. 7 What my argument suggests is that stance-voluntarism is problematic, at least concerning a stance like the empirical stance. It should be seen, I have argued, as an epistemic stance and such stances cannot be "pragmatized" (cf. on a different aspect of this Bueno 2003, pp. 362-363) : As epistemic stances they have an essential relation to epistemic projects and activities and therefore also to epistemic reasons. If that connection is cut off, it is not plausible any more that one should call them "epistemic".
The following kind of reply won't help. Stances are attitudes concerning how to deal with the acquisition and processing of beliefs. They are second-order practical attitudes concerning (the acquisition of) first-order beliefs about the world. Even if first-order-belief-voluntarism is problematic, it is not entailed by second-orderattitude-voluntarism. The stance constitutes a framework within which beliefs can be assessed as correct, true or rational. The arbitrariness of a stance or framework is not necessarily inherited by the beliefs resulting from inquiry within that stance or framework.
It is not clear whether this is true. Suppose someone takes the metaphysical stance of only listening to a priori arguments of a certain sort. He doesn't even take empirical arguments concerning, say, the nature of space and time seriously. Aren't his beliefs about the subject matter then also as arbitrary and ill-motivated as his stance? More importantly, even if we leave the relation between second-order-attitudes and first-6 van Fraassen 1995, 85 criticizes Carnapian choices of a language as "the paradigm of capricious, irrational, or at least arational behavior." Couldn't, ironically, a similar charge be made against van Fraassen's idea of the adoption of a stance (given the above argument)? 7 van Fraassen holds a permissive or broad view of rationality according to which every belief which is not irrational is rationally permitted (cf. van Fraassen 1989, p. 171; van Fraassen 1995, p. 71; van Fraassen 2000, p. 277; van Fraassen 2004a, p. 129) . One might want to apply this to the case of stances but the argument above shows that this would not be convincing.
order-beliefs apart, stance-voluntarism still looks very problematic for the reasons explained above having to do with the irrationality of the subject.
The truth in voluntarism
But there is also an important element of truth in stance-voluntarism. To see it more clearly, let us look at epistemic policies, that is, sets of epistemic goals, values, methods and procedures (cf., e.g., Helm 1994; Heil 1983, pp. 361-362; van Fraassen 2004c, Sect. 2) . We could see such policies as stances of a very special kind (but cf. Lipton 2004, p. 148 and Teller 2004, Sect. 4; cf. also van Fraassen 2004b, pp. 178-179 who argues that stances involve more than policies). Think of the two venerable epistemic goals of maximizing the number of true beliefs and minimizing the number of false beliefs about a given subject matter. As is well-known, these two goals or values can get into conflict with each other in the sense that one can only pursue the former if one drops or restricts the latter (van Fraassen 2002, pp. 86-90; James 1963, pp. 204-205; Lipton 2004, p. 149 ; for pluralism and conflict of the values of science cf. also Kuhn 1977) . This raises the question: Which goal or value is more important (cf., e.g., Riggs 2003) ? Probably, the answer is going to be context-specific and complicated, suggesting particular mixes of degrees of truth-seeking and error-avoidance for different kinds of situations. In any case, the answer itself won't be based on epistemic reasons, at least not exclusively. It will have to bring in non-epistemic, pragmatic values: How much does it matter to us whether we're right or wrong about particular subject matters? How relevant, important or interesting are the truths or falsities in the case given? How important is it to gain an interesting picture of the world which explains something? The answers to these kinds of questions very much depend on our practical interests and attitudes, not so much on anything epistemic. 8 However, the truth in voluntarism is not the truth of voluntarism. Pragmatic reasons for policies or stances are important but they can only be part of the whole epistemic picture. They are only admissible if they also satisfy the constraints of the particular epistemic project at hand. This is why epistemic reasons play a major role when it comes to stances (like the empirical stance), even if they don't play the only role in our epistemic lifes (cf., however, Stich 1990).
Conclusion
Stance-voluntarism is not false for conceptual reasons but problematic because a "voluntaristic" attitude towards epistemic stances comes with the prize of irrationality and normative inadequacy. This looks like a major problem for van Fraassen's solution to the problem of empiricism. A much more modest version of pragmatism might thus be a good alternative to outright voluntarism. And the case of empiricism as a view might not be as hopeless as van Fraassen thinks. But that is another matter. 9
